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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-40 are presented for examination. 

Request for Continued Examination (RCE) 

2 A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 . 17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1. 1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1. 17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 8/1 1/2003 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-40 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
5. Claims 1-8, 13-33 and 36-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatented 

over Pinard et al. (hereinafter referred to as Pinard U.S. Patent No. 6,230,287) in view of Sonesh 

et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,046,762). 

As per claim 1, Pinard discloses a web based help desk comprising: 

Connecting the client computer and the server system (i.e. establishing a connection 

between the user computer and the web server) (col. 1, line 67 through col. 2, line 8; col. 2, lines 

9-14; col. 2, lines 53-57); 

Accessing a database within the server system comprising a pool of experts, the experts 

pool further comprising identification of experts and their availability (i.e. accessing a help desk 

web page in the web server having support specialists for providing immediate help to the 

customer "help-seeker") (col 2 lines 9-14; col. 2, lines 9-14, col. 4 line 40 through col. 5 line 2; 

col. 5, lines 53-65). 

Displaying support specialists information including support specialist availability 
information on the client computer through an applet download from the server system when a 
user calls upon an expert to seek assistance (i.e. presenting a list of support specialists and then- 
area of expertise to the user's computer using a downloaded VC Java applet) (col. 4, lines 51-63 
and col. 5, lines 38-46), contacting the expert based on user selected expert information input 
into the client computer (i.e. connecting the support specialist with the user computer (col. 5 line 
66 through col. 6 line 65), prompting the help-seeker to select at least one available expert from 
the display based on the expert availability information (col. 5, lines 50-59), and contacting the 
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selected expert via at on-line chat (i.e., allowing text to be delivered between the user "help- 
seeker and the support specialist) (col. 7, lines 15-19). 

Pinard does not explicitly disclose wherein an available expert is an expert currently in 
communication with the client system, receiving from the help-seeker through the client system a 
request for at least one available expert. 

Sonesh et al discloses the server (ACD-Minicomputer), a client device configured with a 
browser (Fig 1, element 100 or 105), and interconnection between the server and client device 
(Figure 1, elements 1 1 1 or 1 12), a display of menu choices relating to available experts currently 
in communication with the client device (col. 5, lines 34-43), and where the server is configured 
to receive request from users "help-seekers" relating to expert information and displaying an 
available expert (i.e., the server communicating information for displaying status information of 
the available expert allowing chatting with the agent ) (col. 6, lines 9-25). It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified the disclosures of Pinard to include the teachings of Sonesh et al with the motivation to 
enable call agents to answer a user's request and ensure effective transparent spreading of agents 
over different geographical locations. 

As per claim 2, Pinard further discloses the method according to claim 1 wherein said 
step of displaying expert information on the client system further comprising the step of 
displaying photographs of the available support specialists (displaying pictures of the experts) 
(See FIG. 2.B, element 120; col. 4, line 67). 
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As per claim 3, Pinard discloses substantially the invention as claimed. However, Pinard 
does not explicitly disclose the claimed displaying testimonials for the available experts within 
the expert pool". On the other hand, Pinard discloses feedback from the user concerning the 
results of the suggestions made by the support specialist (col. 6, lines 61-65). The feedback 
would cover information such areas as, education, experience, recommendations, 
ratings/testimonials. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to include testimonial information as part of Pinard feedback so that the user could make a better 
decision during the selection process. 

As per claim 4, the limitation of claim 4 has been noted above in the rejection of claim 1 
above. In addition, Pinard discloses displaying biographical data of the support specialists (col. 
5, line 1-2). 

As per claim 5, the limitation of claim 5 has been noted above in the rejection of claim 1 
above. In addition, Pinard displaying the length of service for the available support specialists 
(i.e. placing the user in queue until the next specialist is available (col. 5, lines 60-65). 

As per claim 6, the limitation of claim 6 has been noted above in the rejection of claim 1 
above. In addition, Pinard discloses displaying areas of expertise of the available specialists (col. 
4, lines 51-59). 

As per claim 7, Pinard discloses substantially the invention as claimed. However, Pinard 
does not disclose "displaying previous customer interactions with the available experts within the 
expert pool". Pinard on the other hand, discloses gathering historical computer problem for the 
user and analyzes the computer problem (col. 6, lines 33-36). Historical computer problem 
would include previous customer interactions with the available support specialists. It would 



Application/Control Number: 09/6 1 0,627 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3623 

have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include previous customer 
interactions as part of Pinard gathering of historical computer problem so that the user does not 
have to submit information related to an already existing problem. 

As per claim 8, the limitation of claim 8 has been noted above in the rejection of claim 1 
above. In addition, Pined discloses displaying which support specialists are free and which 
support specialists are helping other users (i.e. connecting the user a support specialist if the 
support specialist is available or not assisting other users) (col. 5, lines 49-59). 

As per claim 13, the limitation of claim 13 has been noted above in the rejection of claim 
1 above. In addition, Pinard discloses using user input into user interface to select a free expert 
or join a queue of an expert currently helping another user (i.e. placing the user in the queue to 
be connected to the next available support specialist (col. 5, lines 60-65). 

As per claim 14, the limitation of claim 4 has been noted above in the rejection of claim 1 
above. In addition, Pinard discloses using user input to select a free expert or join a queue of an 
expert currently helping another user after having previously selected the queue of a different 
expert (i.e. prompting the user to select a particular specialist when the particular specialist is 
available (col. 5, lines 49-53). 

As per claimlS, the limitation of claim 15 has been noted above in the rejection of claim 
1 above. In addition, Pinard discloses contacting an expert based on user input into the client 
system further comprises the step of selecting an expert based on keyword match (col. 6, lines 
36-41). 

As per claim 16, Pinard discloses substantially the invention as claimed . However, 
Pinard does not explicitly disclose "analyzing a user's request against the expertise and 
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biographical data of available experts". However, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the Pinard's system 
wherein the knowledge base provided thereof (See Pinard's figure 1) would incorporate the use 
of analyzing a user's request against the expertise and biographical data of available experts for 
the purpose of finding a matched and qualified expert for the user. 

As per claim 17, Pinard discloses a web based help desk comprising: 
Connecting the client computer and the server system (i.e. establishing a connection 
between the user computer and the web server) (col. 1, line 67 through col. 2, line 8; col. 2, lines 
9-14; col. 2, lines 53-57); 

Accessing a database within the server system comprising a pool of experts, the experts 
pool further comprising identification of experts and their availability (i.e. accessing a help desk 
web page in the web server having support specialists for providing immediate help to the 
customer "help-seeker") (col. 2 lines 9-14; col. 2, lines 9-14, col. 4 line 40 through col. 5 line 2; 
col. 5, lines 53-65). 

Displaying support specialists information including support specialist availability 
information on the client computer through an applet download from the server system when a 
user calls upon an expert to seek assistance (i.e. presenting a list of support specialists and their 
area of expertise to the user's computer using a downloaded VC Java applet) (col. 4, lines 51-63 
and col. 5, lines 38-46), contacting the expert based on user selected expert information input 
into the client computer (i.e. connecting the support specialist with the user computer (col. 5 line 
66 through col. 6 line 65), prompting the help-seeker to select at least one available expert from 
the display based on the expert availability information (col. 5, lines 50-59), and contacting the 
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selected expert via at on-line chat (i.e., allowing text to be delivered between the user "help- 
seeker and the support specialist) (col. 7, lines 15-19). 

Pinard does not explicitly disclose wherein an available expert is an expert currently in 
communication with the client system, receiving from the help-seeker through the client system a 
request for at least one available expert. 

Sonesh et al discloses the server (ACD-Minicomputer), a client device configured with a 
browser (Fig l,element 100 or 105), and interconnection between the server and client device 
(Figure 1, elements 1 1 1 or 1 12), a display of menu choices relating to available experts currently 
in communication with the client device (col 5, lines 34-43), and where the server is configured 
to receive request from users "help-seekers" relating to expert information and displaying an 
available expert (i.e., the server communicating information for displaying status information of 
the available expert allowing chatting with the agentt) (col. 6, lines 9-25). It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified the disclosures of Pinard to include the teachings of Sonesh et al with the motivation to 
enable call agents to answer a user's request and ensure effective transparent spreading of agents 
over different geographical locations. 

Claims 18, 20-26 are for system performing the method of claims 2, 4-8, 13-14. They are 
therefore rejected under the same rationale. 

Claiml9 is for system performing the method of claim 3, and it is similarly rejected. 

As per claim 27, the limitation of claim 27 has been noted in the rejection of claim 25 
above. In addition, Pinard discloses allowing a user to engage an expert by exchanging textual 
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messages (i.e. a text interface allowing a user to exchange data with a support specialist) (col. 6, 
lines 13-15). 

As per claim 28, the limitation of claim 28 has been noted in the rejection of claim 25 
above. In addition Pinard discloses allowing the user to engage an expert by telephone (col. 6, 
lines 18-22). 

As per claim 29, the limitation of claim 29 has been noted in the rejection of claim 17 
above. In addition Pinard discloses a server system for network of client devices (Figure 1 
shows more that one user computers connected to the server system). 

As per claim 30, the limitation of claim 30 has been noted in the rejection of claim 29 
above. In addition, Pinard discloses a server system system connected via network (col. 3, lines 
36-41, lines 50-51, lines 65-67). 

As per claim 3 1 , the limitation of claim 3 1 has been noted in the rejection of claim 30 
above. In addition, Pinard discloses a server system connected via network (col. 3, lines 36-41, 
50-51, and 65-67). 

As per claim 33, the limitation of claim 33 has been noted above in the rejection of claim 
17 above. In addition, Pinard discloses wherein said network is at least one of WAN, LAN, an 
intranet, the Internet (col. 3, lines 36-40, 50-51). 

As per claim 36, the limitation of claim 36 has been noted above in the rejection of claim 
17 above. In addition, Pinard discloses tracking (monitoring) the status of the support specialists 
(col. 2, lines 58-62). 

As per claim 37, the limitation of claim 37 has been noted above in the rejection of claim 
36 above. In addition, Pinard discloses "tracking expert availability" as a means for monitoring 
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expert status (col. 2, lines 9-14, 58-62), tracking users who are interested in contacting a specific 
expert as a means for monitoring user computer in a queue (col. 2, lines 9-14, 58-62), and 
tracking an amount of time each user has been waiting to connect with the specific expert (col. 5, 
lines 30-36; col. 6, lines 1-4), and display the expert availability (col. 2, lines 9-14, lines 58-62) 

As per claim 38, the limitation of claim 38 has been noted above in the rejection of claim 
17 above. In addition, Pinard discloses said server system further configured to contact a support 
specialist based on user input into the user computer (i.e. connecting the support specialist with 
the user computer (col. 5 line 66 through col. 6 line 4). 

Claims 39 and 40 are for system performing the method of claims 13-14. They are 
therefore rejected under the same rationale. 

Claim 32 is for system performing the method of claim 16, it is similarly rejected. In 
addition, Pinard discloses the claimed "including correspondence of chat sensors of the available 
experts" as a user's priority in the queue (col. 5, lines 29-35). 

10. Claims 9-12 and 34-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pinard in view of Sonesh et al and further in view of Burgess et al (herein referred to as Burgess 
U.S. Patent No. 6,230,287). 

As per claim 9, the combination of Pinard and Sonesh et al discloses substantially the 
invention as claimed. In addition, Pinard discloses the claimed "displaying expert information 
on the client system further comprises the step of displaying which support specialists are free 
and which support specialists are helping other users" (i.e. connecting the user a support 
specialist if the support specialist is available or not assisting other users) (col. 5, lines 49-59). 
However, but Pinard and Sonesh et al do not explicitly disclose an expert availability indicator. 
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On the other hand, Burgess discloses a method for indicating operator availability using an 
indicator availability (col. 13,lines 9-18). It would have obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the support specialist system of Pinard and the system of Sonesh to incorporate 
an expert availability indicator as evidenced by Burgess. One having ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do so because that would allow the Pinard's and Sonesh with the 
enhanced capability of indicating users whether a support specialist is available or not. 

As per claim 10, Pinard discloses the method according to claim 10 wherein information 
is displayed using an applet implemented in Java (col. 6, lines 15-21). 

As per claim 11, Pinard further discloses tracking (monitoring) the status of the support 
specialists (col. 2, lines 58-62). 

As per claim 12, Pinard discloses tracking expert availability (col. 2, line 9-14, 58-62), 
tracking users who are interested in contacting a specific expert (col. 2, lines 9-14, 58-62), 
tracking an amount of time each user has been waiting to connect with the specific expert (col. 

5, lines 30-36 and col. 6, lines 1-4), and display the expert availability (col. 2, lines 9-14, lines 
58-62). 

Claims 34 and 35 are for system performing the method of claims 9 and 10, and they are 
similarly rejected. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

a. Dworkin (U.S. Patent No. 6,026,148) disloses a method for delivering expert 
information. 
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b. Walker et al (U.S. Patent 5,862,223) discloses an expert matching system for managing 
communications between an expert and an end-user. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed Romain Jeanty whose telephone number is (703) 308-9585. The 
examiner can normally be reached Monday-Thursday from 7:30 am to 6:00 pm. If attempts to 
reach the examiner are not successful, the examiner's supervisor, Tariq R Hafiz can be reached 
at (703) 305-9643. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-1 113. 
Any response to this action should be mailed to: 
Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C 20231 
or faxed to: (703) 305-7687 

Hand delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park 5, 2451 Crystal Drive, 
Arlington VA, Seventh floor receptionist. 
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